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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemakinlJR~Cel'le. ., \'Il'I"
MB Docket No. 04-233 ~~i~ ..1 , ..

I submit the following comments in response to the l..ocalism Notice O~eef"\l\l!ll\~ing (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233<'UU6' /1tffl /.,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate FirSt ACiIIIeq~ment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be'8i:l~.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espe6i'illly~~ligious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adliisory. board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice'fi'o~ those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of licelise for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to aj; time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not proper1y dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular .
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Propolied Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 ..

Received &Inspected

HAR 17 2n"~

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Noti~ ofP~Q1~(the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedurJRf/8nlfAhoJ violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - an~u~ !j~be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRIVl's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters·WI1o/re.sist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and everllbli&,of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to sfia~ their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notic~-efProposed Rulemaking Received &Inspected
MB Docket No. 04-233 'l:: '~7 •.. \

? t1~R1 '
I submit the following COWll\l!lotts in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, ~~'\'jn MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC Mail Room
\\~ --_.~,

Any new FCC rules, policies or proce(juteS must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

<,"" ,

(1) The FCC must not forcEiradio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC ot to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking' Received &In~{lected
MB Docket No. 04-233 M&'R 17~.,r1

I submit the following comments in response'~M ),.ocalism Notice of Proposed RiJlemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-2~ / 7 {::J FCC Mail Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate Figt~/tlendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, W04!~ do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, eS~Ci8J1ytl1!!gioUS broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed,at!vi§Jlry board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notle,e, of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

Received &Inspected

MAR 1710n~
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ru.I$laking.,{them"NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233, FCLi IVlall l'iOO

Any new FCC rules, policieilli8pUl!l§ld~~S must not violate First Amendment rights, A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enaCfed, wduld40 l?S~d must not be adopted,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates, ReligioUli b(oiildcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, i:Ornjllai~an.d even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
lights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller mar1<et secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller mar1<et broadcasters, by s bstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, { '>y further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force serv utbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures 01
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng W..R.i , r,1 \'~
MB Docket No. 04·233 , . ", ~. , j C. " . FCC Mail Room

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2006, in MB Docket No, 04·233,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights, A number of
proposals discussed in theJl!PRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted,

LaaU MAR 11 P ?: <;1;'
(1) The FCC must not force radio statidl'ls;illlpecially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowil!'ll i/lC!llllP!l~~ ,yiewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including;·tf)El'):CC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present,

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properiy dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produCed what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge, Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, proCedures or policies discussed above,
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Comments in Response to Localism Notlte of F'l!Qll\ISed Rulemaklng Received &
MB Docket No. 04-233 InsPeCted

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RulemJIAR (",lOne
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. Fe' '1

Any new FCC rules, p~~D~,JW),rba.d~sJll~ot violate First Amendment rights. A ~rtlfdPofloorn
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, woulad~$b - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their v<i\!ues. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Reli9ii)us'bI'll~'Iefl\,who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, coml>f<iiriti and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacl<s - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Received &Inspected

FCC Mail Room
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.
7fifin M~n :1 p 2: 5S

(1) The FCC must not force I"llllTo sla~ions, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing inCOmpl!~b1l}¥~:ru.~ shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, includlhgl!\e '::CC; dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religioUS programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protecled editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eleclricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking .. '". i:. o. \~'OQ~],,\e6
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I submit the following comments in response to the L0p,.alj:;m Notice of Proposed R.iId1~ihg (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. UUU MAR I 7 P. ~"\J\i\\~OO~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amend~·e&sig~P9. number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

;', '

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especiallyJeli\1i"ous broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory b68~p)oposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice fronfthoSe who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to LC!calism Notice of Proposed RUlemaklnil~..
MB Docket No. 04-233

rr. Mail Room
I submit the following comments in respon~the Localism Notice of Proposed Fiiremaklh'g (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No:"(JIl-iJiti; / 7
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violatfti~~ndment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and mustn~ adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio station$:.e~q!"lIy religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's prbpQ~~ acll!isory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resi$t,~Yll:e from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss'of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on light budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Nollce of Proposed Rulemaking'
MB Docket No. 04-233
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MAR 171~"~

I submit the following comments in responset~ ~9calism Notice ofPropose~fag (ij\@om
"NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-2~3"1Ah' / 7

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate Frria ~~!lment rights, A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be1tJlopted,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especia,lIy religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposedlidvl~C?ry board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist aclVice,from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even losS ot'license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming, The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC myst not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time, Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific ed~orial decision-making infonnation, The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing, The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters, Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings,

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge, Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices,
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above,
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". MAR 17 2nn~Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to th,i/mICillism Notice of profotteCdrM~~f?6l~e
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-23j~U 1'I.4R ! 7 ,....,

t-' 2: c;
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendlfl~t rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.
:""

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espeCially fl*i9.iqljS broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisorY~ proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice frCim.fhose who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected ed~orial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 " '" , '-' :; iL

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of propostc;~g~6lllOm
"NPRM"), released Jan 24,2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233,

Any new FCC rules, pol. MMfrq~d~smust not violate First Amendment rights, A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, lho'uli:cJ6Sb - and must not be adopted,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates, RellgiQus,'lilroap'C9sters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassmenl, comp/il",l» and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming, The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time, Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information, The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing, The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters, Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings,

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge, Yet,. the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Fi~lemaklng MAR 172Nfl~
MB Docket No. 04-233 ,

FCC M Of ~",.._
I submit the following commelillR,;n,~sponse to the Localism Notice of Proposed ~u~JtrralliTll7 (lIle

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in ~'bail~Np. ~-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must~~tttlate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC.lllust.not force%diC".9S,~~!IY religious broadcasters, to_ll!.ke advice from
people who do not share their values. The PRM'S!jltotosed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitUtional mandates. Religious broadcasters"YMo resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4)' The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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RESULT: Now, it is possible to serve several missions from one location. But under this proposal, many

co-Iocation arrangements would be forced to end - raising daily operating costs and imposing immediate

expenses related to moving, construction of other facilities and overseeing forced relocations.

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly rising costs of broadcasting, including multiplying electricity

expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some Christian Broadcasters

with lillie choice: either cut back or give up.

The First Amendment protects the free exercise of religion. The government must not be allowed to

impose rules that violate it Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation

strong on the nation's airwaves. It's not just a Christian thing - everyone's fundamental constijutioml:1

rights are at stake.

HERE'S WHAT YOU CAN DO:

The FCC is taking comments on these proposals. You can add your comments to the record. The FCC

can only make rule changes based on evidence - and the evidence you submit can make a difference!

By Mail: Send a leller, specifying what the FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the docket

number on top of the leller to be sure It Is delivered to the correct office:

MB Docket No. 04-233, Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

Mail your comments, so they arrive by April 14, 2008 to

Using the US Postal Service: Or using FedEx, UPS, DHL or similar services:

The Secretary The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission Federal Communications Commission

445 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau.

9300 East Hampton Drive

Capitol Heights, MD 20743

Alln: Chief, Media Bureau

By Internet: Visit http://www.savechristianradio.com for easy step-by-step comment submission

assistance.

You can also write to your Senators and Congressman. Tell them that freedom of religion and freedom of

speech are threatened. Describe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they will cause, if they are

adopted. For help locating your Senators and Congressman - visit http://www.savechristianradio.com
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MAR 17 2nn~

FCC Mail Room
I submit the following comments in ~onse to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Do·&gt~Ot73b

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vicJllt~rstAmendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and m-u~ not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radiO~9I1s,.especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRlvbs-PI'QPql\,ed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who;resi);t advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impositi')n of me~sagedelivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not proper:y dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challerge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. .

We urge the FCC not to adoptrules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~.A:s~$ A~
;':: .~ .. . .. - 0'

Name

~ pt; IV. SU-fM'WV S+·l3e~ pJ/i.~ kc;/1J}6;]
Address

~'. i

~.,,,.t" ··:.~t~~'

.,,,.~ .. ;~

~

. "~f : :,
..-:""

'A/'
Ti~e (if any)

Signature

.,

...",.;:....
....... , I~I ".-j

~nizalion<if any).

,~;;,j~~ '\

,', .



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 Received &Inspected

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Noticeof Proposed RUletWlir1Jl7t~n~
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ,

Any new FCC rules, policies or proceduril.168'1.l1~notviolate First Amendment righfs?fn~l:l!Lnpom
proposalS discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would (j(i'So/-f1n~ust not be adopted.

2· S
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiO~s ~oadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadca~tl!rs Who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints atiire'f\lr;lJ<?SS of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoint~ f6l1rl€lpe their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do 50 - even if a religious broadcaster
conSCientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Chair of the Board
Wayne McConnell

President
David D.McPherson, M.D.

Immediate Past Chairman
Neil Tofsky

February 28, 2008 •
Immediate Past President

Marc Boom, M.D., MBA

Board of Directors

Robert "Skip" Allen

Christie M. Ballantyne, M.D.

Keith Calcote

Jay Comeaux

Stephanie Coulter, M.D.

Mark Entman, M.D.

William Fleming, M.D.

Ellie Francisco

a.H. "Bud" Frazier, M.D.

Francisco Fuentes, M.D.

James Gratia, M.D.

Kirk Hachigian

John King

Rev. William lawson

Donna Pedersen McGinnis

JaMes J. Postl

Miguel A. Quinon~s, M.D.,
FACC

Jay Rogers

Rosemary Schatzman

Randy Schuler

J. Michael- Stinson

Joseph Swafford, M.D.

Diane Tanking

Pattie Dale Tye

Jon C. Walkes, M.D.

James D. Woods

Edward TH Yah, M.D.

Executive Director
Amber Baker

Dear Mr. Martin:

It is my understanding that the FCC recently initiated a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on
broadcast localism, asserting that broadcasters may not be adequately serving their local
communities. Although I do find this to be true of some broadcasting stations in the Houston
area, I would like to note that all radio and television stations affiliated with Univision in the
Houston area, to include Univision Television Channel 45, Telefutura Channel 67 and all
Houston Univision radio stations, have far surpassed the American Heart Association's
expectations of media support.

As a non-profit health organization, the local Houston Division of the American Heart
Association has received outstanding support from Univision Television and Radio. Both
divisions have devoted numerous resources to inform Houston's Hispanic community about
their high risk for heart disease, along with what can be done to prevent cardiovascular disease
and stroke, the NO.1 and No.3 leading causes of death in America.

For several years, Univision has been the Association's Go Red for Women campaign media
sponsor, providing coverage of the women's heart disease awareness campaign via community
programming, community spotlights, news and on-air talent support.

In addition to our Go Red for Women campaign, Univision has also provided community
spol!ight~ and news features on numerous campaigns to include initiatives that focus on
Childhood Obesity, stroke in the African American Community and efforts to help Houstonians
start walking programs and become physically active. In addition, Univision Television and
Radio, consistently work with the American Heart Association on news based stories, covering
aspects of recent research and findings from the American Heart Association.

The American Heart Association truJy views Univision as a partner in the fight against heart
disease and stroke. With their year-round support of our numerous campaigns, initiatives and
research we are able to reach millions of Houstonians with life-saving information. We
respectfully request that as you proceed with your findings you note that both Univision
Television and Radio has gone above and beyond for the American Heart Association.

Sincerely,

~~~
Amber Baker
Executive Director
American Heart Association - Houston Division
10060 Buffalo Speedway
Houston, TX 77054
713-610-5000 (main)
713-610-5001 (direct)
713-610-5200 (fax)
amber. baker@heart.org



Quesl Broadcasting Inc.

KSCR - 93.5FMlKBMO - 1290 AM
105 - 13th Street N.,' Benson. MN 56215

'320-.843-3290' Fax 32lh'l43-3955 '
E-mail: kscr@info-link.net

Before the Federal Communications Commission
Washington, DC 20554

Rece"" ' " '~SD,ecteo

Mp.,\ nJ !008

FCC fVI",. '" ,m

Re: Broadcast Localism MB Docket No. 04-233

L.et me make It clear, in no uncertain terms, if we are required to Slaff our radio stations (KBMO-AM
& KSCR.FM) 24n we will no longer be on the air 24 hours a day, II would be simply ImpossIble
financially, That means we would not be able to provide 24·hour emergency service as we presenlly do
In the event of storms or olher emergencies. Sure. we could come back on the alr...but we would have
no aUdience as no one would expect us 10 be on Ihe air. It takes time and consistency 10 build an
audience. We would not be on Ihe air 10 provide automatic EAS service.

Allhe present time we run in an automated mode during the evenIng and early morning hour.;. If
there Is an emergency we physically operate the station to provide local service. Authorltles have no
trouble conlactJng someone from the station 24 hours 8 day.

If forced to staff the station 24 hours per day we would sign.off In Ihe evening and resume
broadcasting In the momlng, leaving our listeners wllh NO SERVICE el night.

I know, for a fact, that other small stations In our area would also have nO choice but to shut down
ovemight. In a day When you are attempting 10 Increase local service Ihls would be a devastating blow
10 localism and our listeners.

Respectfully Submitted:

~,"Q ~\R')?
Paul Estenson"
President/General Manager
Quest Broadcasting. Inc
10513th St. N.
Benson. Minnesota 56215

2128108

(320) 843-3290

Your Community Stations......serving central and western Minnesota


